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Isaac Alexander appeals from his guilty-plea conviction and 66-month

sentence for making false statements in connection with the acquisition of a
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firearm, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(a)(6) and 924 (a)(2), being a felon in
possession of a firearm, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(1) and 924(a)(2), and
being a fugitive in possession of a firearm, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 922(g)(2)
and 924(a)(2). We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.
Alexander contends that his rights under the Interstate Agreement on
Detainers Act (“IAD”) were violated because he was not brought to trial within
180-days of his request for final disposition and because the district court erred by
granting a continuance. Because Alexander entered an unconditional guilty plea,
he waived his right to appeal these issues. Cf. United States v. Bohn, 956 F.2d 208,
209 (9th Cir. 1992) (holding that a defendant’s unconditional guilty plea waives his
right to a speedy trial under the Speedy Trial Act); see also New York v. Hill, 120
S. Ct. 659, 663-64 (2000) (holding that a defendant can waive his right to a speedy
trial under the IAD). Accordingly, we decline to address Alexander’s IAD claims.
Alexander also contends that, at sentencing, the district court procedurally
erred by miscalculating his offense level, failing to consider his history and
characteristics, and treating the Sentencing Guidelines as mandatory. We conclude
that the district court did not procedurally err. See Gall v. United States, 128 S. Ct.

586, 597 (2007).
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As Alexander concedes in his reply brief, he is not entitled to an additional
one-level reduction for acceptance of responsibility. See United States v.
Espinoza-Cano, 456 F.3d 1126, 1134 (9th Cir. 2006). Further, we conclude that
the district court’s 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) analysis was legally sufficient. See Rita v.
United States, 127 S. Ct. 2456, 2468-69 (2007). We also conclude that the district
court applied the Guidelines in an advisory fashion. See Gall, 128 S. Ct. at 597.

Finally, we reject Alexander’s contention that the district court erred by
enhancing his sentence based on facts that were not found beyond a reasonable
doubt. The district court properly applied the preponderance of the evidence
standard. See United States v. Pike, 473 F.3d 1053, 1057 (9th Cir. 2007).

AFFIRMED.
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